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Executive summary

In New York City, pollution from unnecessary vehicle idling threatens public heath and
contributes to environmenta problems like global warming. Curbsde idling aso wastes

Every year, unnecessary idling in New York City causes as
much smog-forming pollution as 9 million large trucks
driving from Hunts Point in the Bronx to Staten Idand.

T o absorb the global warming pollution spewed out by
New York City curbsdeidlers, we would need to plant an
areathe sze of M anhattan with trees every sngle year.

40,000 cars could drive from Midtown to JFK Airport
with the gasoline wasted daily by NYC idlers.

Curbsideidling costs NYC drivers over $28 million

fuel and costsNYC drivers
an estimated $28 million a
year. New York City's
three minute idling limit
laws have been on the
books snce 1971 but has
rarely been enforced. As a
result, few drivers are
aware of the law, and even
if they are, the chances of
getting a ticket for idling
are 0 low that it is not
enough of a deterrent.

annually in wasted fuel.* Anti-idling lavs ae
codified in NYC's

Sections 24-163 and 24-178 with fines ranging from $220 to $2,000 (with the maximum
fine for third-time offenders) and the Department of Transportation’s (DOT) Traffic
Rules Section 4-08(p) with afine of $100.!

At the end of January 2009, the New York City Council strengthened the anti-idling law
codified in the Adminigtrative Code Section 24-163 by reducing alowable idling time to
one minute adjacent to schools and expanding ticketing authority to the D epartment of
Parks and the Department of Sanitation. Currently, only the Department of
Environmenta Protection, the generd police officers and about 100 traffic enforcement
agents (TEAS) have idling ticket authority to issue idling tickets ranging from $220 to
$2,000 under NYC’s Adminigtrative Code. In addition, the Bloomberg Administration
issued draft rules that would give idling ticket authority for $100 tickets under DOT'’s
Traffic Rulesto al 2,300 TEAsat the Police D epartment (NYPD).

EDF applauds these regulatory changes that will make ticketing easier. We now cdl on
M ayor Bloomberg and the NYPD to make anti-idling enforcement a priority for TEAS.
Consgent enforcement, combined with the city's public outreach campaign scheduled
for this spring, will yield the best results in terms of getting the message out that NYC
drivers mugt turn off their engines when they pull over. TEAs could give out warnings for
one month before garting to ticket drivers.

We recommend desgnating a least 10% of TEAs to primarily focus on idling
enforcement while al 2,300 TEAs should receive proper training to issue the $100 idling
tickets going forward. The TEAs who aready have authority to give the much higher
idling tickets ranging from $200-$2,000 under the Administrative Code, should be sent
to idling hotspots (e.g. Port Authority, Héel’s Kitchen, Time Square, black carsin front
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of financia ingitutions, etc.) to issue the heftier fines that take into consderation second
and third time offenders’?

W hile some may consider idling pollution and behavior just a nuisance, EDF’s research
shows that idling creates both unnecessary waste and harmful pollution. W orking with
consaultants, we collected in-field idling observations for input into an idling mode
developed by M .J. Bradley & Associates, LLC. The mode estimates the contribution of
idling to vehicle pollution and fuel consumption (see Appendices for methodology).
Using outputs from the idling model, along with information synthesized from published
sources, this report addresses three key problems associated with idling in New York
City: 1) hedth impacts, 2) climate impacts, and 3) economic impacts.

Hedth impacts. Idling is an unnecessary source of roadside air pollution,
increasng the risk of headth problems for all New Yorkers, including the driver of the
|d||ng vehicle. Our egstimates show that idling vehicles in New York City annualy
produce 940 tons of smog-forming nitrogen oxides,
the equivalent of 9 million large trucks driving from
Hunts Point in the Bronx to Staten Idand. Idling
vehicdles adso emit 2,200 tons of smog-forming
volatile organic compounds, 24 tons of soot particles
and 6,400 tons of carbon monoxide each year.
. These pollutants are asociated with a variety of
hedth risks, including respiratory disease and
impaired lung development, cancer, asthma, heart

disease, lower 1Q levelsand prenata complications.

Climate impacts. In addition to air pollution that harms health, our estimates
show that idling cars and trucks each year produce 130,000 tons of carbon dioxide, which
contributesto globa warming. T o offset this globa warming pollution, we would need to
plant an areathe sze of M anhattan with treesevery single year.

Economic impacts. Based on an average gasoline price of $2 per galon and an average diesd
price of $2.50 per gallon, New York City vehicles waste approximately $28 million® annually in fuel by
idling, or about $43 for an average car and $392 for an average truck. Citywide, idling wastes an average
of 30,000 gallons of gasoline and 20,000 gallons of diesd every weskday. In addition to fuel cogts, idling
runs engines longer than necessary, thus contributing to wear and maintenance costs

Solutions to help improve idling practices
should focus on three key targets enforcement
agencies, individua drivers, and businesses and fleet
managers.

Enforcement agencies. Strategies for reducing
|d||ng include:

Communicate to the public anti-idling laws and
make idling enforcemeent a priority to reduce
illegd idling practices.

Ensure al TEAshave full authority to ticket illegd idling under DOT's T raffic Rules
with $100 ticket and make it a choice on handheld ticketing device (rule pending for
this). Train al 2,300 TEAs about anti-idling ticket authority. Idedly, TEAS could

d
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also issueidling tickets under the Adminigrative Code 24-163 where the higher fines
($220 - $2,000) apply.

Dedgnate a least 10% of TEAS or hire additionda traffic agents to focus on anti-
idling enforcement under DOT s T raffic Rules ($100 tickets) or even better under the
Adminigtrative Code ($220-$2,000 tickets). The regular TEAs can give tickets under
the DOT Traffic Rules, which will dlow for $100 tickets for idling violations once
the rule goes into effect. Thiswill greatly facilitate public outreach about anti-idling
laws and use ticketing to protect public hedth, reduce noise levels and globa warming
pollution. EDF isalso urging the city that some of the approximately 100 TEAswho
aready have the authority to give the higher amount tickets under Adminigrative
Code Section 24-163 (tickets between $220-$2,000) are desgnated to give idling
tickets aswell. Conservative estimates shows that, because idling is so prevalent, each
traffic agent could raise about $1.4 million in idling ticket revenues per year when
issuing tickets at $220.°

Educate enforcement agents about the problems of idling, including municipa
vehicle idling, and the importance of enforcing idling laws. Educate them about
turning off their municipal vehicles engines, even if they are exempt under the law.

I ncrease sgnage about idling laws and penalties, especiadly near sensitive populations
(schools, hospitdls, etc.).

Create no-idling zones in areas with sendtive populations (e.g. schools and hospitals).

Individual drivers. M any drivers do not
. know that idling for more than 10 seconds
g Wwastes more fuel than stopping and restarting
! the engine. Also, with modern technology,
i turning the engine off and on again no longer
hurts the starter. A public education campaign
that has been scheduled by the city for this
spring will focus on the benefits of going idle-
| free. This campaign will target drivers of
8 trucks, persona autosand car services.

Businesses and fleet managers. Reducing idling saves money on fuel, helps limit
driver exposure to air pollution and improves air quality. Busnesses can adopt these
practices.

Ingal anti-idling technologies such as auxiliary power units (APUs) and
automatic engine-shutoff devices (see page 13 of this report for more
information).

I nvestigate financing opportunities for anti-idling technology.

Condder addressing idling as part of an overall approach to fleet
management by communicating with drivers about the health impacts of
idling and new technologiesto reduce it.



Introduction

New York City is the most densely populated metropolis in the nation. With so many
people living, working and traveling throughout the city each day, air qudity is of
paramount concern. Pollution from automobiles threatens the hedth of New Yorkersand
also contributes to globa warming. Although broad policy changes are certainly needed
to solve these issues, many smple steps can be taken now to smultaneoudy improve air
quality, reduce our global warming impact and ease our collective expenditure on fudl.
Reducing unnecessary vehicleidling is one of those steps.

For this anayss, idling refers to the act of running a vehicle's engine while
parked, sometimes referred to as curbsde idling. This aso includes double-parked
vehicles. This report does not address idling asociated with stop and go traffic, long-
duration idling of deeper-cab equipped trucks, or long-duration job steidling of certain
vocational trucks such as utility service vehicles.

Though the true extent of idling in New

York City is difficult to determine, this report

achieves a quantitative estimate based on avallable

information. To do this, Environmenta Defense

Fund hired environmenta consultant M.J Bradley

& Asociates LLC to create a model that combines

data from vehicle fleet compostions and emissons

. profiles with in-field observations and reasonable

WA o8 assumptions about idling behavior (see Appendices

for a complete discusson of model methodology).

Using outputs from thisidling mode, adong with information synthesized from published

sources, this report addresses three key problems associated with idling in New York

City: hedth impacts, climate impacts, and economic impacts.

Furthermore, this report addresses the variety of solutions available that could

help improve idling practices. These solutions should focus on three key targets.
enforcement agencies, individua drivers and businesses and fleet managers.

Policy changes for better idling practices

Sensible regulation

Although it makes smart economic and environmental sense not to idle, laws and public
outreach are needed to help motivate some driversto turn off their engines. The M ayor’s
office has planned a public outreach campaign on idling for this spring. Furthermore,
EDF applauds the New York City Council for reducing alowable idling time to 1-
minute adjacent to schools. These are great first steps that will hopefully reduce idling
practices. However, EDF is urging Mayor Bloomberg to make idling enforcement a
priority so that al traffic enforcement agents will consstently start handing out idling
summonses, otherwise drivers will go back to ther old idling habits. Eventualy, we
believe a 1-minute alowable idling time for al of New York City would facilitate
enforcement and public awareness. The law could also alow for two tickets to be issued:



one to the driver personaly and one to the company if the driver is driving a company-
owned vehicle.

Often, thereisthe mistaken belief that idling is alowed if temperatures are below
forty (40) degrees Fahrenheit. The Adminigrative Code Section 24-163 as well as the
NYC Department of Transportation (DOT) Traffic Rules Section 4-08(p)(2) are quite
clear that buses are not alowed to idle a al a a layover or terminal location (DOT
determines these locations) when the ambient temperature is in excess of forty (40)
degrees Fahrenheit. If ambient temperatures are below (40) degrees Fahrenheit, then
buses are adlowed to idle for a maximum of three minutes a the layover or terminal
locations. So the law does not provide for any unlimited idling in cold or hot
temperatures.

Temperature is rarely a reason to idle these days. As truckers are offered an
aternative to idling that can deliver cabin heating and warm cold engines (see Chapter on
different anti-idling technologies). The exemption for emergency service providersistoo
lenient. NYC-owned ambulances idle 24 hours a day, seven days a week because
electricity is needed to operate the radio, cool medicine and charge equipment. The law
should require ambulances to ingall auxillary power units (APUS) or additional batteries
s0 that the engines can be turned off for a least some time of the day. Ambulances
should not be stationed adjacent to schools. Furthermore, emergency vehides should not
be alowed to idle unless emergency services are being provided and shutting the engine
off would compromise the délivery of services, potentidly endangering health or safety.
Given that these drivers are respongble for the health and safety of the community, their
engines should not needlesdy contribute to local air pollution and resulting health
impacts.

Findly, dl too often drivers leave their vehicles unattended with the engine
running. This is a serious safety risk. Last month, two children died tragicaly in
Chinatown when a driver left his van unattended with the engine running and the gear
st in revere. The van crushed the children againgt a building while the driver was
making a ddlivery. Although there is a State law making it unlawful to leave an idling
vehicle unattended, there should be a City law to the same extent with hefty fines that
can beissued by NYPD officers and traffic agentswithout any observation period.’

» Leading by example

New York City vehicles should lead the way by reducing or
eliminating ther idling time. The Metropolitan
Trangportation Authority has recently ordered 850 diesdl-
electric hybrid trangt buses. Such buses are expected to
improve fuel economy by up to 30% and release just 10% of the
| particulate matter and 60% of the NOXx produced by older bus
fleets. New regulations on New York’s yellow taxis are driving
a shift towards an al-hybrid fleet. This new fleet will help

Photo by Mike Lee reduce CO, pollution from for-hire automobiles, which

One of many hybrid vehicles in New York
City's taxi fleet.

currently congtitute 5.6% of the city'stotal CO, emissons from
idling.® With most hybrid vehides, the engine turns off when



the vehicle is sanding. However, excessive idling with heat or air conditioning on will
require the gasoline engine to kick in. Clearly, New York is taking progressive steps to
combat respiratory ailments from air pollution and global warming. Its commitment to
itsctizens and the environment must not end there.

Health impacts from idling
Poor air qudity isa sgnificant problem for the
millions who live and work _in _New York City. D et
The Ame”_can Lung A_$00|at|on ranked N_eW equivalent of 9 million large trucks
York the eighth-worst city for smog pollution driving from Hunts Point in the
in 2008.” Smog and other pollutants are linked Bronx to Staten Island
to hedth problems like asthma—a disease that | - 2,200 tons of smog-forming VOC
aflicts New Yorkers twice as often as mog | = 24tons of soot (PM) _
Americans® The cars and trucks that dog dty | 6,400 tons of carbon monoxide

Annual pollution from idling in New
York City:

sreets are a major source of this harmful pollution. Though regiona sources like power
plants and magor industria facilities dso play a role, recent science has shown that air
quality near mgor roads is often much worse than across the region as a whole. These
roadside “hot spots’ create an added hedth risk for the millions of New Yorkers who live
and work near busy roadways’ Idling cars and trucks are an unnecessary source of
roadside pollution.

Recent health studies on vehicle pollution
Studies have shown a wide range of hedlth effects from vehicle pollutants. The most
commonly sudied illnesses have been

asthma and lung disease (especialy in | Five New York City asthma facts

children), and heart disease. Traffic | 1. One out of eight New Yorkers has been
emissions, and especialy diesel soot, are diagnosed with asthma.

widdly implicated in triggering asthma 2. In Central Harlem, Central Brooklyn and the

attacks and impairina luna function South Bronx, one in four children has been
P 9 9 ' diagnosed with asthma; this is more than

Some sudies have found associations double the national average.
between traffic-related exposures and | 3. NYCasthma hospitalizations cost $242
droke, cancers, including childhood million to treat, in 2000.
leukemia; lower 1Q levels in children:®® | 4. In 2000, NYC children were almost twice as
and adverse reproductive outcomes, such likely as an average U.S. child to be

ted fetal develooment. low birth hospitalized because of asthma attacks.
& ,Stun P . ) 5. CQut of 3,000 counties nationwide, Queens’
weight and premature birth.” Outlined diesel pollution risk was the 10" worst.
below are just afew recent findings from
health researchers (Source: NYC Dent. of Health and Mental Hvaiene)

Childhood regpiratary aonssguences Children are especially vulnerable to the effects
of traffic-related air pollution; studies show increased prevalence of asthma,*
respiratory symptoms“* and stunted lung development. ™



Cana riks Higher exposure to traffic emissons was associated with increased
risk of breast cancer among women in Erie and Niagara counties of New York
State.”” A study in Stockholm found a 40% increase in lung cancer risk for the
group with the highest average traffic-related exposure to NO, (nitrogen dioxide,
a prevaent vehide pollutant).” A Danish study reported rates of Hodgkin's
disease increasng by 51% in children whose mothers were exposed to higher
levels of NO, during pregnancy.”

Heart disae A Los Angeles sudy found that usng exposures of localized
pollution levels, rather than ambient air pollution levels, can triple risk estimates
of death from heart attacks™ Another study from Worcester, M assachusetts,
found a 5% increased risk of acute heart attack for each kilometer closer a subject
lived to a major roadway.”

Adhma and lung anaa from died: Multiple studies have found serious hedth
effects from exposure to heavy-duty diesdl trucks, including increased mortality
rates. Diesdl emissons on busy roads have been associated with triggering asthma
attacks and increased risk of lung cancer.”*

Lowe 1Q leves A recent study of Boston children® showed that higher levels of
traffic pollution predicted decreased cognitive function on verba and non-verba
intelligence tests—even after correcting for demographic factors, birth weight,
blood lead level and tobacco smoke exposure.

Health risk from ozone (smog)

Idling vehicles put out a mix of emissons including nitrogen oxides (NOXx) and volatile
organic compounds (VOCs). When NOx and VOCs react with sunlight, they form
ozone (O,). Ozone can build up throughout the day, particularly during the long, sunny
days of summer. Ozone contributes to smoggy days and is a very damaging lung irritant.
Ashmatics are particularly vulnerable. Physical activity increases breathing rates and
exposes people to higher levels of air pollutants, incdluding ozone, making it riskier to
exercise outdoors on high ozone days. While auto engines have become significantly
cleaner throughout the years, they gill emit sgnificant amounts of NOx and VOCs.
Persona autos contribute substantialy to the ozone problem in our area

Health risk todrivers
Idling not only puts other New Yorkers at risk, it can aso affect the hedth of the driver.
A 2006 study of extended truck idling showed that dl trucks cabins had some levd of
sdlf-contamination from engine emissions during idling.” Truck poII t|on concentratlons
were often dgnificantly higher ingde the cab than ' ‘ 3
outsde with particulate matter and nitrogen dioxide ..

concentrations sometimes exceeding U.S. EPA
ambient air quality sandards. Vehicle sdlf-pollution
has aso been well-documented in school buses, posing .
a hedth risk to both children and drivers® Other &
gsudies have confirmed that people with increased L&
occupational exposure to diesd pollution, such astruck
drivers, have elevated risksfor health problems such aslung cancer.

27,28
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Noise pollution

Idling vehicles, especidly diesdl trucks, also contribute to noise pollution. Large numbers
of diesd vehides near truck stops or delivery zones can detract from a neighborhood’s
aesthetic value and can raise blood pressure, heart rates and levels of stress hormones™
Several Canadian communities, such as Kingston® and Victoria™, have even enacted anti-
idling rules as part of noise ordinance laws.

TABLE 1. Idling in New York City —What are the environmental & health impacts?

Daily* Annual ly*
NOx emitted (forms smog) 4tons 940 tons
PM emitted (soot) 192 pounds 24 tons
VOC emitted (forms smog) 9tons 2,200 tons
Carbon monoxide emitted 25tons 6,400 tons
CO, emitted 510tons 130,000 tons

Area of new trees needed to
absorb CO, emitted

20,000 acres
=23 Central Parks

Number of cars CO,
emissions equivalent to

18,000 cars

Tons

FIGURE 1
Current ANNUAL Emissions from Idling Vehicles in New York City
2,500
i OTHER
Police Car, Ambulance,
Paratransit (gas), "Dollar"
N Van, Paratransit (diesel)
2,000 + BUSES
I M Transit Bus, Coach Bus,
Small School Bus, Large
School Bus, Tour Bus
1,500 7 TRUCKS
Small Truck, Large Truck
]
1,000 -+ FOR-HIRE CARS
I H Yellow Cab, Car Service
500 1 PERSONAL AUTO
| M Personal Auto
O .
NOx PMx10 VOC CO/10 C02/100
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Climate impacts of idling

New Yorkers face many threats from
global warming, including sea leve rise,
heat waves, more severe weather and
worsening snog (see
www.fightglobalwarming.com/nyc).*

This globa problem will require large,
sweeping policy solutions within the
trangportation  sector: less driving,
improved engine efficiency and low-
carbon fuels However, despite the need

Idling and global warming; the numbers:

- 130,000 tons: The amount of CO, emissions
caused by NYC idling per year.

- 40,000 trips: The number of trips a car
could take from Midtown to JFK Airport
with the gasoline wasted daily by NYC
idlers.

- The area the size of Manhattan or 15,000
football fields: The area of new trees
needed to absorb the CO, emitted annually
by NYCidlers.

- 18,000 cars: NYCidling pollution is

for these comprehensive changes, there are some solutions that can be acted upon right
away. Eliminating unnecessary idling is one of many small, smple sseps New York City
can take immediately to lower its carbon footprint while the city pushes for long-term
solutions.

Carbon dioxide (CO,) is the main greenhouse gas that contributes to climate
change. In 2005 aone, New York City was responsble for more than 58 million metric
tons of CO,. Of that, approximately 12 million tons came from cars and trucks™
Although other vehicle pollutants like NOx and PM play a limited role in affecting the
climate, improvementsin engine technology (e.g. catalytic converters) have helped reduce
their impact. By contrast CO, emissons are dependent on vehicle fue efficiency, which
has remained relatively ssagnant over the past few decades due to government inaction on
improving fleet efficiency rules. Our model estimates that idling vehicles in New York
City emit 130,000 tons of CO, annualy. If each of these vehicles stopped idling, that
would be equivaent to taking 18,000 cars off the road annually.

Economic costs of idling
Not only does idling add to human hedth cods,
but it dso adds to the financial cost of driving a
vehicle. Idling for more than 10 seconds wastes
more fuedl than turning the engine off and on.

IdImg in New York City:
wastes more than 7 million
gallons of gasoline and 5
million gallons of diesel
annually

- costs drivers $28 million in

) wasted fuel annually
Fueling our fuel dependency

Our anaysis using the idling model developed by | (Source: M.J. Bradlev & Associates LLC.
M.J Bradley & Associates LLC shows that the cost of fuel wasted by idling driversin
New York City is substantial. 1dling probably wastes between 0.1-0.5 gal/hr for cars and
0.39-1.65 gal/hr for trucks (see Appendix C for afull discusson fuel wasted while idling).
On an average weekday, idling vehicles in New York City waste more than 30,000
galons of gasoline and 20,000 gallons of diesdl. T ogether, this trandates into a loss of
over $28 million in fue cogts annualy. On average and on a per vehicle bass, idling cars
waste about $44 annually while idling trucks waste about $392 annually. Not only does
wasting fuel cost individua drivers, it aso increases our nation’s demand for oil and
perpetuates higher prices a the pump. With trangportation accounting for nearly two-
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thirds of al the oil used in the United States™ reducing idling is a smple step individuals
can take towards reducing our nation’s oil dependence.

FIGURE 2

Fuel pricesin the United States (U.S. Energy Information Agency)

TABLE 2. Idling in New York City — What are the costs?

Average weekday

Annually

Time spent

347,000 hours

87 million hours

Gasoline wasted

30,000 gallons

7.5 million gallons

Diesel wasted

20,000 gallons

5.2 million gallons

Average weekday | Annually

Money wasted
Total: | $213,000 $28 million
Per car: | - $44
Per truck: | - $392

Distance a car could drive 686,000 miles 171 million miles
using gasoline wasted =28 trips around =722 trips to the moon and

the world back

Maintenance costs

Based on interviews with drivers, it appears that many
commonly misunderstood facts persist about idling and
vehicle maintenance costs. Idling a vehicle keeps the engine
running, and thus contributes to normal engine wear; however
some drivers believe idling is better for their engines than
stopping and restarting. These beliefs may have held more
truth in past years, but with improvements in vehicle
technology, idling is no longer a beneficial practice. A study

NO IDLING!
IT BREAKS THE LAW
IT WASTES FUEL AND MONEY
IT HURTS US

also found that battery and starter wear costs about 1-2 cents

Photo by IsabeIIeSiIverm_ﬁ
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per restart.” By this measure, an additional two restarts daily would cost about $10 extra
per year compared to idling which could cost more than $44-$392 depending on fuel
prices, idling habits and vehicle type.

Solutions for reducing idling
A dty-wide approach to reducing idling should incdlude a combination of better
enforcement, outreach to individual drivers and sharing successful business and truck fleet
drategies. Eventualy, a one minute idling resriction across NYC, would help
enforcement and clarity among drivers as to how long the alowable idling time is. Once
the one minute rule adjacent to schools has been well established, we urge City Council
to change the law to one minutefor al of NYC.

Enforcement of antl idling laws
Photo| It Although there is no federa law on idling, 31 states and
- dozens of municipalities have enacted anti-idling laws. New
B York City's laws limiting idling to one minute adjacent to
schools and three minutes are among the nation’s most
gringent.” Unfortunately, the law is not adequately
enforced. EDF is urging M ayor Bloomberg and NYPD to
I gart enforcing the law consstently so that NYC drivers get
the meesagethat idling is no longer an acceptable practice. Once drivers learn about the
law and know about the risk of getting a ticket by NYPD's traffic enforcement agents
(TEAS) or by other agencies, most of them will probably turn off their engines™ Below is
alig of suggested measures New York City could take to improve the effectiveness of its
exiging idling laws.

1. Ensurethat al TEAsget full ticket authority for illegal idling under DOT’s Traffic
Rules Section 4-08(p)* for $100 tickets (a D epartment of Finance rule is pending
for this). Right now, only genera police officers have anti-idling enforcement
authority, but mogt of their time is focused on crime fighting. TEASs aready patrol
the streets and are in an idea podtion to observe illegd idling behavior. It is adso
the traffic agents hedth that

Current fines for idling violations if ticket

gets affected most by illega
idling. ldedly, dl TEAs
should be able to issue the
higher fines ($220-$2,000)
under the Adminidrative
Code.

Dedgnate or hire a certain
number of TEASs to focus on
issuing anti-idling  tickets.
Because idling is extremey
prevaent in New York City,
we have estimated that each

issued under NYC Administrative Code
Sections 24-163 and 24-178 (returnable to
Environmental Control Board):

- 1* offense: $220 - $1,000

. 2" offense: $330 - $1,500

- 3" offense: $440 - $2,000

Proposed fine for idling violations if ticket
issued under DOT’s Traffic Rules Section
4-08(p) (returnable to Dept. of Finance) :

- always $100

Exceptions: emergency vehicles and
vehicles loading/unloading

14



TEA could issue an average of 4-6 idling tickets per hour at $220 per ticket, which
adds up to $1.4-$2.1 million in ticket revenues per officer per year. Thisis probably
a conservative estimate since $220 is merdy the minimum fine under the
Adminigrative Code while tickets can cost up to $2,000 for repeat offenders. Our
calculations are based on a seven-hour work day, four weeks of vacation or sck days
and a maximum of 10 lost work days for testifying in court if idling tickets get
challenged.”

. Currently, only about 100 TEAs can issue idling 9’9 Q’;\:
tickets (ranging from $200-$2,000) under the NYC & ’*,ﬁ
Adminigrative Code Sections 24-163 and 24-178
returnable to the Environmentad Control Board !
(ECB). We recommend that at least some of the
TEAs with authority to issue the higher tickets
under the Adminigrative Code are dedgnated to
focus on anti-idling enforcement in hotspots areas
(e.g. Port Authority, Hdl’s Kitchen, Times Square,
in front of financid ingitutions, etc.).

=

Photo by Steven Emry

. Because issuing idling tickets can be confrontationa when the driver isin the car,
we recommend pairing up TEAs. Enforcement of thislaw means real revenues for
the city and will quickly educate drivers about the law. If the idling laws were
changed to one-minute dlowable idling time for al of NYC, enforcement would be
even more efficient.

. Work with precincts to help police officers understand the problems caused by
idling and properly train them to identify and ticket illegd idling.

. Fadilitate issuance of idling tickets so that officers have an incentive to spend the 1-
3 minutes observing. For example, idling could be included high on the list of
traffic offenses on hand-held ticketing devices.

. Increase sgnage about idling laws and pendlties. Signs should target specific areas
such as schools, hospitas, hotels, gas stations and delivery zones.

. Create no-idling zones in areas with sendtive populations (e.g. schools and
hogpitals).

Individual drivers: Targeting trucks and personal autos for maximum effectiveness
Our analyss shows that idling pollution comes primarily from two vehicle types: trucks
and personal autos. As Figure 2 illugtrates, VOC emissons (a precursor to smog) come
mainly from persona automobiles, while particulate (soot) emissons come largely from
trucks. M eanwhile, NOx (another smog precursor), carbon monoxide (CO) and carbon
dioxide (CO,) are split between these two groups. Thus, efforts to reduce idling should
include public outreach and education that specifically targets both persona autos and
trucks.
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Driving smart: FAQs about idling

Q: Do car enginesneed timeto warm up during thewinter?

A: Today's electronic engines do not need idling to warm up before being operated. The
best way to warm the engineis by easing into your drive and avoiding excessve rewing.
T he vehicle's engine warmstwice as quickly if driven instead of idled. Easing avehicle
into adrive will aso speed up warming or cooling of the cabin’sinterior.

Q: Doesstopping and restarting an engine burn morefuel than idling?

A: No. Engine sudies have shown that idling for more than approximately ten seconds
burns more fud than stopping and restarting (Emissions Research and M easurement
Divison, Environment Canada, 2000). An idling large diesel truck will burn
approximately agdlon of fuel an hour (U.S. EPA, EPA420-B-04-001, 2004).

Q: Arefrequent restartshard on the car’'sengine and battery?

A: W hereas batteriesin the past may have faced arelatively short lifespan, today’s
batterieslast longer, use less power during ignition and recharge more quickly. A
definitive sudy found that battery and starter wear costs about 1-2¢ per restart (Office of
Energy Efficiency, Natura Resources Canada, 2003). Thusan additional 2 restartsdaily
would cogt an extra $10 per year. T his can be compared to the fuel wasted by an idling
New York City vehicle, which can cost up to $44-$392 per year depending on fuel prices,
idling habits and vehicle type.

Communication channels

Advertisng can play a critical role in public education. Banners, sgns and posters could
be used to remind driversto shut off their engines. 1dedlly, information and signage could
be posted in public areas such as schools, hospitals, hotels, gasoline sations and truck
delivery zones. A more ambitious campaign might incorporate direct persona contact;
volunteers or workers could patrol streets to inform drivers of the dangers of idling and
educate them about anti-idling laws.

Schools can adso provide a smple and effective way to disseminate information.
Participating teachers could digtribute anti-idling toolkits, complete with design-your-
own vehicle decals, brochures, gickers, bookmarks and informational cards to their
sudents. Children would be encouraged to share such information with their parents or
guardians. This approach could have a great impact in reducing idling, especialy near
school zones. T he success of this program would depend on positive communication and
reinforcement among school adminigtrators, teachers and organizing groups.

Under the new law, private schools will need to put up signs to make the 1-minute
idling restriction applicable to their school grounds.
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Best practices for businesses and fleet managers
Businesses and fleet managers can turn to a variety of solutions to reduce idling. M any
technologies exist to power auxillary vehicle equipment (e.g. heating and cooling) without
running the engine. Changing driver routes and reducing left-hand turns are also ways to
minimize in-traffic idling and improve fuel economy and safety. The success of al these
solutions depends on proper management support and driver education.

Anti-idling technologies

Whereas turning off the engine is the
quickest, mogt effective way to cut fud
costs and reduce pollution from idling, a |

number of anti-idling technologies | s

provide dternatives for ingances when
auxiliary power is needed. Although each
of these devices requires an initia
investment, they can help busnesses and

truck fleets save money in the long run g

through reduced fud and maintenance

coss:

Engine shutdown and restart:

Sensor devices can sgnal the engine to shut down when in idling conditions. The
most common devices work on atimer, though some use innovative designs like
motion sensors.

Supplementary diesel heat: Various devices can supply heat to diesel engines
without requiring the engine to burn fuel.

Block heater: Ingdling an electric-powered device to prewarm the engine and
eae darting in cold weather is an effective method for reducing idling and
allowing hest to be delivered in the cabin sooner than driving from acold start.
Grid power systems. Plug-in power systems can be ingdled as a source of
electricity instead of idling.

Truckstop electrification (T SE): A network of eectric power setups for truckers
IS growing across the nation. TSEs provide window devices that can deliver a
variety of services including heating and air conditioning, 120 VAC power for
appliances and entertainment services (e.g., Internet, televison). There is a one-
time cogt for the window panel and an hourly plug-in charge.

Electric-driven auxiliaries. Battery or eectricity-powered secondary (auxiliary)
engines can be used to generate enough energy to power some deviceson avehicle
without running the engine. A special type of plug-in sysem for refrigeration and
freezer trucks called “reefers’ is available; however, it is not aswidely used here as
it isin Europe because of the lack of infrastructure and locations.

Generator sets (GenSets) and auxiliary power units (APUs): Both GenSets and
APUs use the diesel engine to charge the generator. Such devices can consume
less than one-eighth the amount of fud of an idling truck engine and cost around
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$8,000." The use of auxilary engines is particularly effective on trucks needing
heating, cooling, lighting or lifting power.
If extra eectricity is needed such as for cooling of medicine and charging
equipment like ambulances typicaly need, we recommend adding one or two
extra batteries 0 that the engine can be turned off while the batteries support the
equipment that needs charging or cooling. A mechanism could send a signal to
the engine when the batteries are draned so that the engine would turn on.
Excessve heating or cooling of the ambulance/vehicle would drain the batteries
much faster and should be avoided.
Supplementary air conditioning: Systems like W ebasto Products BlueCool can
cool truck cabins without the need for idling. While the trucker is driving, the
engine sends refrigerant to the unit to create blocks of ice. Once sopped, an air
handler then blows cold air back into the truck cabin, usng only 3.5 to 10 amps
from the truck's battery.
For more detailled information about pay-back periods and the different idling
reduction technologies, go to the Argonne, Nationa L aboratory webpage for the
following three documents:
o Which Idling Reduction Technologies Are the Bes? See Argonne
webpage at:  http://www.transportation.anl.gov/ pdfs EE/533.pdf
o Economic Andyss of Commercia Idling Reduction Technologies. See
Argonne webpage at http://www.trangportation.anl.gov/pdfs' T A/372.pdf
0 Modding Idling Reduction Options for Heavy-Duty Diesdl Trucks. See
Argonne webpage at http://www.trangportation.anl.gov/ pdfs/ T A/397.pdf

Improved financing mechanisms

Though anti-idling idling technologies can achieve long-term cost savings, high upfront
cogts often deter investment. Improved financing options and tax incentives could help
small fleet owners overcome this barrier to ingaling anti-idling equipment. There are
some financing options for anti-idling technology available through federal programs
such as the EPA’s SmartWay Partnership and Voluntary Diesdl Retrofit program.
However, these generaly focus on long-haul deeper cabs and are not talored to the
gecific needs of New York City. The New York State Energy Research and
Development Authority (NYSERDA) aso has a program to encourage truck-stop
electrification but again this generally applies to upstate interstate corridors, not the
urban environment. City and state agencies such asNYSERDA or the Port Authority of
NY & NJshould consder expanding and supplementing federa incentive programs by
offering low-interest loans or performance contracting agreements with truck fleets that
use anti-idling technologies localy. M any anti-idling technologies have relatively short
payback periods, offering a solution that can be economically and environmentally
attractive.

Smart fleet management

In a fleet context, undersanding drivers idling needs is important. Suggesting that
drivers should not idle, without explaining the benefits or providing a reasonable
aternative could be perceived as unfair and might meet resstance. Fleet managers should
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be responsble for properly educating their drivers about legd idling practices and the
harm caused by illegd idling. Drivers unfamiliar with new anti-idling technologies should
be able to test the equipment before having it ingaled. Industry experience has shown
many anti-idling technologies are received favorably by drivers when given the
opportunity to test them. Fleet managers could aso consder monitoring driver
performance. With the use of onboard computers, fleet managers are now able to record
idling time for each driver and could use thisinformation to reward driverswho idle least.

Mogt importantly, fleet managers can evaluate what anti-idling technologies
would work best for their company's needs. Investing in the right equipment to
encourage idle-free behavior (e.g. TSE accounts) and prevent unintentiona idling (e.g.
switch-off devices) makes sense from both a cost-benefit and occupationa health
perspective.

Spotlight on corporate approaches

M any fleets have successfully incorporated anti-idling technologies or features in ther
trucks. Small and large companies dike are searching for anti-idling methods and devices
to help achieve better fuel savings. In addition, federa programs are available to help
companies commit to cleaning up tailpipe emissons.

SmartWay

Numerous fleets have joined EPA’s SmartW ay Partnership.

The voluntary partnership creates financia incentives for

increasng fuel efficency and lowering greenhouse gas

emissons. For ingance, SmartWay works with banks and

gate governments to establish improved financing options
that alow participating firms to pollute less while maintaining or improving profit
margins. Reducing engine idling is one of the three primary components of the program;
EPA seeks to create a nationwide network of idle-reduction technologies along the
country’'s biggest highways.

Wal-Mart

Wal-Mart has outfitted its 7,000-vehicle truck fleet with

auxiliary power units (APUs). Despite the seemingly

high capita cost, Wa-Mart edimates an 18-month

payback period due to fuel and engine wear savings.

Wa-Mart’s fleet drivers seem to be more than satisfied

with this trangtion; the overwheming mgjority prefers

the APU to provide heat and cooling over the noise and pollution from engine idling.

Smithfield Transportation Company, Inc.
Smithfield Transportation is a subsdiay of
Smithfield Corporation, a nationa grocery <ore
headquartered in Virginia. In an effort to reduce
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idling and cut cogts, Smithfield ingtaled 150 APUs on itstruck fleet. Although thislarge
capita undertaking cost the company atota of $750,000, Smithfield experienced a rapid
payback on its initial investment. Smithfield’s anti-idling effort does not sop at APUs.
The company monitors its trucks with on-board computers to ensure the technology is
being used properly. In addition, Smithfield holds quarterly training sessons on safety
and compliance. Smithfield enjoys sgnificant benefits from its anti-idling activities and
saves an etimated $54,000 a month in fuel. M oreover, the company recognizes that
idling is the most strenuous stage for the components of a diesal engine. The savings in
engine wear adlow for higher resde vaue on trucking fleets. Before Smithfield installed
APUs, it consdered ten different devices and alowed driversto select the one they liked
best.

Sharp Electrical Corporation

The Sharp Electrical Corporation hasingituted a“zero-idle” policy at its headquartersin
New Jarsey and has posed severa signs on its premises to inform drivers of the rule.
Although Sharp does not operate its own fleet, it

does give drivers an aternative to idling. The firm

provides a breskroom for drivers, reducing the

need for them to spend time in atemperature-controlled cabin. Even though compliance
isnot 100%, Sharp is actively working to engage drivers and reduce their idling practices
through both communication and enforcement.

Jones Brother Trucking, Inc.

Jones Brother Trucking is headquartered in M ontana and operates primarily
in the West. Given its location, cabin temperature for its fleet driversis a
prime concern, and Jones Brother Trucking uses cabin heaters to address
this problem. During the winter, such technology results in an 80-90%
reduction in idling. By shutting off the diesal engines, the fleet avoids
prematurely wearing down fud injectors. In addition, the company has an
education program to train driversin using the technology.
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Spotlight on New York City school buses

Given that children are particularly vulnerable to pollution from
idling, extra attention must be paid to school zones and bus
fleets. 1dling buses exacerbate existing hedth conditions among
children, prompting higher absenteeism rates. In fact, astudy by
the New York State Attorney Generd’s office in 2003 found that
despite the three-minute idling law, many school buseswere
idling for more than 20 minutes, spewing diesel exhaust around
public school grounds. In 2004, former Attorney Genera Eliot
Spitzer sued five school bus companiesfor breaking theidling
law. The lawsuit resulted in a settlement agreement with the bus
companies agreeing to reduce idling time to no more than one
minute. Spitzer's office estimated that idling by the four school
bus companies resulted in annua emissions of approximately 1.3
tons of particulate matter, 60 tons of nitrogen oxides and 20 tons
of carbon monoxide in the metropolitan region.

In 2007, New Y ork State passed alaw minimizing school bus
idling in front of schools. For more details, see
http://www.ny.gov/governor/press/0907072.html

Conclusion

Unnecessary idling is wasteful. M ore importantly, pollution from idling harmsthe hedth
of drivers and the public. Both voluntary and regulatory approaches are needed to solve
the idling problem. Stepping up enforcement would greatly help inform the public about

NYC'’s anti-idling laws and generate substantial revenues for the city, depending on how

many traffic agents will be designated to enforce anti-idling laws. Changing the law to a

1-minute alowable idling time for all of NYC, would facilitate enforcement and public

education. Technological, management and policy solutions exist. L eadership is needed
to champion idle-free behavior. The message to the public should be: “when you pull
over, turn off your engine right away.” Everyone has something to gain by reducing

needlessidling.
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Appendix A: Model methodology

Theidling mode used to determine hedth, environmental, and economic impacts of idling in New
York City calculates estimated daily idling emissons from various groups of vehicles asfollows:

Emissons(tong = Numbe o Vehidesin ue x %d vehidesthat idlex Averageldling
Timévehide(minutes x EmissonsFadar (g/min) =+ 908,000 (g/tan)

The vehicle typesincluded in the model are: persona autos, yellow cabs, car service cars, police cars,
ambulances, paratranst vans, “dollar” vans, small trucks, large trucks, trangt buses, coach/tour buses,
and small/large school buses.

Dataon the number of vehicles of each typein usein New York City was gathered from various sources,
incdudingtheNYC Taxi and Limousine Commisson, Lid o Current Licnsees(yellow cabs, car service
cars, medical paratrangt); The New York M etropolitan T rangportation Council, 2005 Regional
Trangpartation Satigical Rgoart and 2005 Hub-bound Travd Repart (persona autos, small and large
trucks, coach buses); MTA New York City Trangt (trangt buses, paratrangt vehicles), and theNYC

D epartment of Education (school buses). For personal autos, aswell assmall and large trucks, the
number of vehicles assumed to be in use each day was one half of the average annud daily traffic volume
across al mgor river crossngsinto NYC. Based on thetruck type distribution observed at MTA
Bridgesand T unnelsin 2006, 75% of total truck volume was assumed to be small trucks and 25% was
assumed to be large trucks (five- plus axles).

For &l vehicle types, gram per mileidling emissonsfactorsfor nitrogen oxides (NO ), particulate matter
(PM), carbon monoxide (CO), volatile organic carbon (VOC), and carbon dioxide (CO,) were extracted
from U.S. EPA’'sM OBILEG6.2 vehicle emissonsmodel. Separate emissons factors were used for
different vehicle model year ranges, based on significant changesin EPA emisson standards. The
model year binsused for carsand light trucks were: pre 1994, 1994 — 2003, and 2004 and newer. The
model year bins used for heavy duty trucks and buses were: pre 1998, 1998 — 2002, 2003 — 2006, and
2007 and newer. For yellow cabs, car service cars, and medical paratrangt vehiclesthe actual model year
digtribution of the NYC fleet was used, based on licensing records. For other vehicle typesthe average
model year digtribution of the entire U.S. fleet was used, based on datafrom the U.S. D epartment of
Energy, Trangartation Energy Data Baok, Edition 26. T o calculate annual emissons, daily emissons
were multiplied by 250 days per year for al vehicle types except for taxis (365 days per year) and school
buses (200 days year).
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Appendix B: Idling observations

Assumptions about the percentage of vehiclesin usethat idle each day, and average idling time per
vehicle, were based on idling observations conducted at various locations around New York City. Our
consultants observed 486 occurrences of vehiclesidling during 120 hours of idling observations at more
than 50 locationsin New York City. D uring these observations the consultant would typicaly spend one
to two hoursat asingle street corner and record al vehicles observed to be parked, noting the engine on
and off timesfor those observed to beidling while parked. Based on these observations we assumed that
30% of al vehiclesin use each day idle (al vehide types). Idling observationsrange from alow of 2
minutesto ahigh of 134 minutes. Average observed idling times and assumed incidents per day that
were used asmodel inputsare shown in Table A-1 below.

TABLE A-1. Idling Observations and Assumptions Used in NYC Model

Vehicle Type Avg Idling Time ir'?;?juertesdplgrl 'ggy
Personal Auto 0:16:08 2
Car Service 0:08:48 5
Taxi 0:08:02 3
Ambulance* 0:14:06 3
Cargo Van 0:20:57 3
Municipal Vehicle 0:06:38 3
Small Truck 0:34:50 5
Large Truck 0:23:48 5
Para Transit 0:11:37 4
School Bus 0:02:39 3
Transit Bus 0:05:03 3
Coach Bus 0:09:14 3
Utility Vehicle 0:16:04 3
Small Bus 0:14:16 3

* T he city-owned ambulancestypically idle 24 hours aday, 7 days aweek.
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Appendix C: Fuel wasted while idling

Fuel cogt estimates throughout thisreport were made based on gasoline and diesdl prices at $2.00 per
gallon and $2.50 per gallon respectively.

Daily fue use by idling vehicleswas calculated based on the estimated idling emissonsof CO,, and
assuming that 8,482 grams of CO, are released by burning one gallon of gasoline and that 10,272 grams
of CO2 arereleased by burning one gallon of diesel fuel. CO, emissonswerein turn based on the
EPA’'sM OBILEG6.2 emissonsmodel asdescribed in Appendix A. The CO, emissonsfactors from this
model imply that the “average” car burns 0.11 gal/hr of fuel whileidling. Thisisrelatively low compared
to other data, and isthusa conservative estimate. For example, AAA New York claimsthat idling burns
approximately agalon of gas per hour,” and aNatural Resources Canada report shows approximately
0.48 gallons (1.8 liters) per hour.”

Theidling CO, emissonsfactor from M OBILEG6.2 that we used for large trucksimplies fuel use of 0.37
ga/hr whileidling, which isaso a conservative eimate based on additional research conducted by M .J.
Bradley & AssociatesL L C. Research showsthat alargetruck burns 1 gallon of diesdl fud for each hour
of idling and even moreif the heat or air-conditioning ison.

EPA testing has shown afairly wide range of actua idling fuel use by Class 8 trucks—from a high of
1.65 ga/hr to alow of 0.39 gal/hr. H owever, mog of the high values were obtained at “high idle,” which
is often used when operating auxiliary engine loads (e.g. air conditioning or heating). The average of the
EPA testsfor “normal idle” was 0.58 gal/hr. Also, al of these tests were conducted on deeper-cab
equipped trucks under three conditions. 95 deg. F with A/C on; 65 deg. F without auxiliaries, and O
deg F with heat on. Asexpected, in al casesfud use was lower without the auxiliarieson, and the
average noted above wasfor al tests.
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* Office of Energy Efficiency, Natura Resources Canada. “Review of the I ncidence, Energy Use and Costs of Passenger
Vehideldling.” 2003.

' NYC has anti-idling regulated in two places. Administrative Code of NYC in Title 24, Section 24-163 of the
Administrative Code contains the 3 minute rule and Section 24-178 (b)(5)(i) contains the penalties. Online reference at:
http://24.97.137.100/nyc/ adcode/title24 24-163.asp and http://24.97.137.100/nyd/ adcode/title?4 24-178.asp, respectively.
Theanti-idling ruleisalso mentioned in the New York City Traffic Rules, Section 4-08(p) I dling of Vehicle Engines
Prohibited. Online reference available at: http://www.nyc.gov/ html/dot/downloads/ pdf/trafrule.pdf

* Administrative Code Section 24-163, see http://24.97.137.100/nyc/adcode/title24 24-163.asp and Section 24-178 and
Section 24-178 for pendtiesfor ticketsreturnable to the Environmenta Control Board (ECB), see
http://24.97.137.100/nyc/adcodeltitle24 24-178.asp (these summonses can only be issued by the D ept. of Environmental
Protection, the genera police officersat NYPD and about 100 Traffic Enforcement Agentsat NYPD. Theticketsissued
under the Administrative Code, returnable to the ECB range from $220-$2,000 for third time offenders. See Administrative
Code Section 24-178 for details. NYC Dept. of Trangportation's T raffic Rules, Section 4-08(p) aso containsthe 3-minute
idling rule, see http://www.nyc.gov/html/dot/downloads/pdf/trafrule.pdf. Under the NYC Dept. of Finance Proposed Rules
Relating to Parking Violations, al Traffic Enforcement Agentswill be able to issueidling tickets under the D ept. of
Transportation’s T raffic Rules, Section 4-08(p) in the amount of $100 only.

* NYC Dept. of Transportation’s Traffic Rules, Section 4-08(p) also contains the 3-minuteidling rule, see
http://www.nyc.gov/html/dot/downl oads/pdf/trafrule.pdf. Under the NYC Dept. of Finance Proposed Rules Relating to
Parking Violations, dl Traffic Enforcement Agentswill be able to issueidling tickets under the D ept. of Transportation’s
Traffic Rules, Section 4-08(p) in the amount of $100 only.

“ Our calculations are asfollows for 6 tickets per hour (3 minutes of observation and 7 minutes to issue ticket and move on to
next vehicle): At $220 per ticket and a7 hour workday, that is$9,240 in ticket revenues per officer per day and $46,200 per
week per officer. 48 work weeks minus two weeks of time used to testify in court when people chadlenge tickets, leadsto 46
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weeks of issuing tickets which isatota of $2.1 million in ticket revenues per officer per year. T he revenues would be $3.5
million in ticket revenues per officer per year if an officer gives 10 tickets per hour.

“ Based on diesd truck idling fuel use for atypical hour. Information available at

http://www.truckweb.com/H eavyT ruckFuel Economy/heavy truck fud_apu.htm

“ Statistic retrieved from AAA New York on October 10, 2008 from:
http://www.aaany.com/automotive/maintenance_service/story.asp?xmi=40_tips on_how_to_save on_gas.xml& SrclD=06

*® Office of Energy Efficiency, Natural Resources Canada. “Review of the I ncidence, Energy Use and Costs of Passenger
Vehicleldling.” 2003.
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